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COGNITIVE ABSTRACTNESS, INTERPERSONAL PERCEPTION,
FAFTUAL AND SOCIAL+ PROBLEM SOLVING
t .

Researchers indicate that for optimal individual or group functioning,

*

v

‘the individual or the group must fit the éask. Lawrence Pervin (1965)
in discussing individual énvironment fit, stated, "An environment muﬁt
.be ;uited to the species; if it isn't the organisms die or go elseyhefe"
(p. 59). Harris (1§60) indicated  the neéessity of "goodnédss o? fit" in

selecting and placing engineers in pés;tﬁg;s requiring the production

. of new and original. ideas for the solution of'problems: .

If groups must be fitted to tasks, it appears the best procedure

.
~ <~ o ——— £ o - e~ - e Tal A
tec fclleow ic to locarn Of groups through a knowledge ¢

-
Le

¢ rh

= $er 1o <
ndividuals 2
= .

the groups. A number of studies (Haythorn, 1953; Schutz, 1961; McGrath,

-

1962; Haythorn, Couch, Haefner, Langham and Carter, 1956; Tdckman, 1964)

support the theory that :KLre is a high degree of constancy’ between the

characteristics of individtals and the characteristics of Epe groups in

which such itdividuals are combined. Based upon such research it appears .

-

that group behavior seems to resemble the behavior of individuals in the

group (Fisher, 1974). I . Lt 7

et
-

. The question toward which this study was directed is, "Is small

¢ 1

7 '
group task performance affected by the matching of the level of' cognitive

. , ) .
abstractngss and level of interpersonal perception of group members to

the task type (factqal or social problem solvi&%)?" - <

.
e e
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.'r"\ Cognitive Absfractness . . .
Abstracting is generally recognized as the ability to discriminate !
[ . J -
- and cognitively integrate dimensions of stimuli and to generate alternate
A .
structures of interacting .sclremata. Concrete thinking is realistic and
. 0 : g . . . . . . . -
tangible; conyversely, abstract thinking is ideational, and intangible. A
’ Ihdividuals abstract common froﬁ.pérticular properﬁies; With abstracting
! there is the ab;lity to synthes1ze payts and ta grasp a whole. He' *
[ 4 . (Q ]
abstract approach would be generally theoretlcgl 1mpersona1 and detached
, o Concrete and abstract .thinking are not ‘dichotomous functions of the
! ( intellectual process. They are on a conceptual continuum; and, they
) . . . ] .
> are part of the global intellectual process (Schroder, Driver, Streufert,
., ) / .
1967).\ Pavio (1971) stated:
" 4
- M -
, . . . models of symbolic representation evolve within the
. individual from the more concrete to the more abstract. -
* That is, the developing individual becomes increasingly . .
» able to deal with abstract symbols, problems that require -
taking account or or integrating information about- temporally

-

" and spatially remote objects and- events (p. 18) . . 7.

.
.

Researchers define‘iggnrdttness as the level of integrative com-—

P o

§

. and judgmgnts. As the scheme for integrating the dimensions becomes +
. ) .

1 .
’ ] '
CR—
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at ane end to'maximum abstractness at the other, with abstractness defined’
. *

~ : ‘

as the level of integrative complexity. % .

Abstracting and problem solving. There appear to be two major ways

. -

to solve problems: through stimulué—}esponse associations and through

’

Y A

. . . 4 ' .
. Lgypophe51s testing. These, however,, cannct be thought of as entirely
separable functions. . . . )
o . " . .
Bourne (1966) stated théq ability in abstragting and the ability to
e : . ) " S
* solv® conceptual problems seem to be related. He noted:
. : 23 )
b ) Tests of*intellectual functioning include me&SU{ES,Of abstraction,
such as the adequacy witR which a person can pick ocut 'the
common features of an ar¥gy of objects and the capacity to
deal with . . . verbal.coMepts, almost without exception
(p. 89). ‘ .
: ) “
Bourne (1966) statedwthas one variable which may affect the perform-

”

. ¢

ance of gradual and sudden learners differently is stimnlus complexitv.

e ~ For those who approach a concept problem by testing hypotheses, speed of

r .

solving would be reduced, by increasing the nimber of irrelevant dimension$

of the stimuli because each dimension adds a certain number of hypotheses

)

‘ \ .
i;; that may be tested. Those‘who solve problems by gradually acquiring

a

. S-R associations through’experience may show no such effect because the
number of associations between levzls on the relevant dimension and .

response categories is unaffected by, the number of irrelevant dimensions. .
&) .

-

It may be true that highly abst}act.subjects-will spend more time in

solving'complex‘problems thrqqéh hypoths§is testing, and concrete subjects ,

. . ~ [}
may soHVe problems with complex stimuli more rapidly through S-R relation-

ships which ignore irrelevant stimuli.

“
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. Interpersonal Perceptien ’ ‘.

¥

. Ll
There are several ways in which one can gain insight into the
v .

’ . .
feelipgs and motives of others. Numerous resear$hers have worked with
y ) :
concepts such as role-taking ard empithy. - The study of émpathy has
- followed two fa@rly distinct paths. One process is that of Dymond's

. r . - . - ’
. , T €1949) cognitive role-taking approach in which one imaginatively takes

- ’
the role of another to make predictions about another's thoughts,

/ ) A feelings, and actions. With this, neutrality i viewed as aiding
X . “ . - .
accuracy. The other appfoach’to understanding others is defined as'a
vicarious emotional response to the perceived emotiongl experiences of
) qthers.
, Phillips (1966) emphasized  that one of the most valuable traits . ' . .
- N Y . "
a memhor of's discussion group can have is the ability to percelve the ‘
. ‘/ .. B 5
values of others. The}?bility to understand why ‘someone may hold .
strongly to a contra&y opinion helps in determining what might be .
Kl ¥ . R \\\ " ) . .
o ‘nécessary to bring abouE a consensus. . ~ .
. In this study, the approach to interpersohal perception stated by ©
° . ; T
) F Chapin (1968) is used. He defined interpersonal perception as the
, - P ‘ .
P . \ N B
. " | perceptiveness and accd}gcy with which an individual can appraise others,
W sense what they feel and thipk, and predict what they.may do or say.
N , (L SN )
According to Chapim, the abiliéx to evaluate an interpersonal situation, :
s ) h . ’
’ also implies the ability to perceive what might be needed to bring about
NN . ° L2 R i . . : ’ )
, certain changes in any given situatiom, to improve'ic, perhaps, or to o
rectify disturbing tensions or conflicts. ’ . - .
.o - .
¢ . ' ’ ! .
] R . 4 ]
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Group Tasks Zk
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Y . . . b % <8 . N [ ’

In recent years invetigators have become more interested iﬁ the .

N 4

v - g ) ‘
. task area of group.research, and, group task’ have been defined in varied[

. i .

ways. Hackman (1969) defines the group task as:

The confronting of an actor with a designated.stimulus situation
in which he is requireé to follow stipulated rules of procedure
in responding to thef@ituation,;and in which he must attempt

to satisfy gpecified criteria by which the amount o success , - .
\ . ‘of his, acts is judged (p. 97) . & . .- / :
. ' - . . /
- - c
b < o R - ‘ // .

Task type. 'For many years, group qheorists haGé‘;ecognized‘thé
importance of the task in thg stydy of small gr&uﬁ communication. _ In
recent years, hqwever, a number of theorists amnd researchers have intro- N

. % Y
. ‘. hY

duced some order into the problem.of task analysisz This Jrder. has’

been achieved‘through the development'of task typologies. A task typology

consists of a set of categories -or classifications into which group

. , +
¢ PR ] '

taské‘may be sorted. These typologies may be very simple or extremely
complex. ‘. . ' o . . .
For example,‘koﬁy and Lamzetta (1958) intuitively classified tasks .

. -

i / :
with a task bejing selected for a group because it embodies, those“attributes

ot

,\X whica the investigator wishes to explore. Marvin Shaw (1963) classified
.\ : A i :,> . f .
éasks according to task dimensions’, the major ones being difficulty,
e »

_soiution multiplicity, iptrinéic intgrest, cooperation requirements,

. -~ -
- ‘ . Y

intellectual-manipulative requirements, population familiarity. On the
LI - . B .

other hand, Hackman (1968) used ihree-task types:- prbduction, discussion,

and problem sdlving,'each regui?ing written verbal responses. Although
. ;

. various investigators have classifiéd, tasks in various ways, the three
. ; . ° h <
’

',major types of. Hackman's appear to be generally accepted.
t

‘

s i -
. ¢

- 1 & ] 7 . s (’;}@"" ‘ )
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) . Comparison between factual problem solving,and social problem sol-
ving. The three major ‘task types from Hackman may be clas31f1ed further
. . &

according to specifjc requirements. It appears that there are two major

¢ N . kinds of problem solving: factual and social. It seems that factual

problem solvihg requires abstract mental prdcesses, and social problem

solving requires a type of social intelligence. ChHapin (1939) states:

', ‘Measures of abstract intelligence . . . have been devel#ped and

» 1mproved until now they provide reliable and vdlid tools which

‘ are a useful supplement to individual diagn031s in clinits, .

schools, and social agencies, for college entrance, and voca-
tional guidance. Yet it is a commonplace of observation that
persons capable of solving abstract ‘mathematical equatlons are
not always good companions and that successful salesmen‘may be
unable to understand problems that require capac1ty for abstract

g thinking. Obv10ley something other than superior mental ability

is involved in good social adjustments and in ''the ability to

- Katz (196%) noted-: .
It goes w1thout saying “that the objective of problem-solving
of a factual kind--and the". . . solving of psychological
: T .problems and the grasping of inner psychic reality--are not
completely comparable. Understandlng people is a specialized
task in the general problem of comprehension and calls for -
more than the usual investment of self in the subject of the
- object being studied. >

-

. ' . -

It seems that factual problem solving and social problem solving

each mage unique demands on the pqobfem solver. Understanding others
. +

\
~

. calls for more self-involvement, and tends to result in evaluative
N [R)
#

judgments. Understandirg the’ physical, factual environment tends to

*"  result in generalizations of a more factual, less evaluative nature.

,?
- ' Group performance and abstract functioning of individual members.

n'Tuckman (}964) investigated.the relation between the level of cognitive

i abstractness of the members of groups composkd homogeneously and the
N

behaviors of such grdups.' Tuckman found that the level of abstractness

or complexity of the'group's performance is an increasing function of

the levael of abstractness of the individual members of the group.
Q . .
ERIC - 7 - 3 -

. ‘ W

get along with eme's associates’ (p. 157). o




Lawrence (1962)" observed that more abstract'individuals, when grbuped

o together,'produce mofe absfract teams. Likewise, Schroderg\griver and

w . ) .
Streufert (1967) found that concrete groups.fail to utilize all the

.7 . : T ’

- information which they receive. '

Sohro@er, Driver and Streuﬁer;;ilﬂﬁ7)‘prEdiCted no (difference in,

S A
. performance between s1mple and complex groups if both the .environment .
¢ ‘ I’ *
: and the criterion were s1mple and found that concrete 1nformatiog pro-

] P

- ~ .

“;essing systems have relatively poor performance where the task is cemplex.
4 \“ .
-

y Jawa (1970) found that cgeative abstract 1nd1v1duals ar€ more task

-~

than 1nteraction oriented. Grouﬁ composed of highly abstract individuals
, . might be expected to be more task a rected
. “4\‘ *
S Perforqance and 1nterpersona14p§keeptaon Libby f1971) E;und that

.
’

Accurate socia}‘perception is associagbd with being warm and close,’
rather than cool and distant. Groups cqmposed of individuals high in

. interpersonal perception can bé expected to interact more than groups .

=~ -

. composed of 1nd1v1duals 1ow in 1nterpersonal perception
&

<y <

On the other hand,:Josephson (1972) found more confusion in person .

oriented groups than in task oriented groups. Feidler (1965) in.a similar

‘\
’

way, stated:

’ - . .

‘ We find that a person who leads a task group should be a psycho-
logically distant individual. Presumably, this type of attitude
* permits one to be more ob3ectivew qhich in turn prevents emotional
— * involvement with one's subotdinates and hence leads to better
discipline and business}ike work relations. Other types of tasks
such as heading a policy—making group apparently demand different
attitudes on the part' of the leader (p. 256) ...

. -

. Feidler continued:

. Interpersqnal pErception scores, have thus been shown to be
MR : improtant predictors of external criteria. This, we feel is
the first step toward establishingeghe ‘theoretical importance
of variables related to perception of persons (p 256)

\
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Purpcse of the Study . P ~ ‘ :
“" ; . 2 > ot

The purpose of the present study wa8 to investigate the effects of

«
- . N .
. - - oo
. . . A ) .

three indepéndent variables: (1) cognitive abstractnessg levels of indi- .

vidual® group members, (2) the 1nterpersonal‘percept10n ab111ty of indi-

vidual group me??ers, and (3) the task type (factua1 or soc1al problem

'solving) on two dependent variables: (1) group pe;formancg:measured.by “

¢

. . time consumed and (2) group perforﬁaﬂce measured by adequacy of solutions
. as judged by independent judges. An attempt was made to predict group
. ‘perfonmagce on the basis of grouping of individual members on the basis

. + of their measured cognitive abstractness level and interpersonal perception

and assigning grouﬁs to two types of problem solving.tasks, thosé dealiQ§//

\
. o ‘e

with factual issues and those dealing with socijal issues. Thg study"

.
. . N

investigates particular performances which are chdracteristic of groups

BY

- of different compositions and addresses itself ts the question of whefhgr

or not group performance is related to group composition.
f . : . N

a ~

-

Hypotheses A

/ LY
In an attempt to amswer the questions advanced, and based on the

review of literature, the following hypotheses were postulated and tested
in this study for two depeﬁdent variables, timé consumed and adequacy
T e oC .

oé\solutions: ‘ > .

) . N

\ " 1. There will be a s1gn1ficant dlfference among the gr0ups on
abstractﬁess when measuring time consumed: .

i) | ~

L b L
. . © 2. There will be a s1gniflcant difference among the groups on
o interﬁersonal perceptlon when measuring time consumed t

"3. There will be'n0~significant difference among the groups on

N

. problem solving type when mgasuring~time consumed . "
4. There will be né¢ significant abstractness factor 'x 1nterpersonal
perception factor interaction among groups when measuring
time consumed. -y . . s .

L~ ’ ¢ ‘ *
. 4
s . '

— - » ‘ - g
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’ S. There will be a significant abstractness factor x problen :
.
R ro solving factor interaction among groups when measuring time
- tonsumed'.

. 6. There will be a significant interpersonal®perception factor ~
X problem solving factor interactiqn among groups when

4 . measuring time consumed. : ,

< . N ”’ " H
- 7. There will be no significant abstractness factor x inter-
personal perception factor x problem solving interaction among
groups when measuring time consumed.
(8 N ]
: 8. There will be a significant difference among the groups on
’ abstractness when measuring judged adequacy,

9. There will be a significant difference amonig the group; on
interpersonal perception whgn measuring judged adequacy.

10. There will'be no significant difference among the groubs on
problem solving when measuring judged adequacy. ’

. " 11. There will be a significant abstractness factor kX interpersonal
perception factor interaction among groups when measuring
N judged adequacy. )

12. There will be a significant abstractness factor x problem
solving factor interaction among groups when measuring

. ) " judged adequacy¥ .

.2 13. There will be a significant interpersonal perception factor

- . X problem solving factor 1nteract10n among groups when measurlng

judged adequacy.

4. There will be no significant abstractness factor x interpersonal
perception factor x problem solving interaction among groups .
when measuring judged adequacy.

\

Of major interest in this study were the product adequacy and time
. e -
) consumed of¢ the following: low abstract, low interpersonal perception}-
) . - J . X . \
low ahstract, high interpersonal perception; high abstract, low interpersonal
: : -
perception; high abstract, high interpersonal perception groups as‘they

'

faced tasks dealing with factual or social' issués.

‘ =

ERIC T
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Procedure { L ] .
. -~
4 . <
\oy Measiires Used . Lol

' The Test of Perceptual Organization (5156 known as a "Test of Verbal

< . -

A .

* Reasoning'" and the‘"Abstrac; Reasoning Test™) was used in this study as

a measure of cognitive abstractness for blocking indiyiduals into groups',
N .t A Y ‘
\ .

of high and low abstractness. It .is.designed'to measure (1) abstract

’

reasoning (2) the ability to follow complex instructions in-an accurate

.
\ .
- <

., manner and (3) psychomotor fimctioning..-.. °

. « T

The Chapin Social Insight Test ‘was ué%d,tofmeasdrebaq_indibidual‘s ‘.

v . . -

interpersonal perception -~ to assess his ability to appraise ‘others, L
,': M . - < .

- - . I

. . ) £ .

to sense what they feel.@nd‘think,uand t¥ predict what they may say and '
) N . ’ LT ) .’{" $ N - .
do. The test was used to measure interpersonal perception for blocking <

. individuals into groupd of high and low interpersonal perceptibn.
Ve ! - .
r

Grdup Task Preparagion

’

I3 .
.

Standard problem-solving tasks as designed by Shaw (1963) and -Hackman

"

(1966) were us&® for this study. Each'of these tasks required the production

N

of a coherent verbal message. The tasks were further ‘constrained in terms °

N
.

of two dimensions derived by Shaw (1963) and used by‘Hackman (1966):

,l.lkIntellective rather than mahipulative requirements.’ Tasks reqqifing .
At ‘ U
A,
"regsoning" or "thinking" activities .were included: tasks requiring pri-

P . 4 - A

oA,

s marily-motor activities were excluded.
. . \ ?
- . 2. . High solution multiplicity. Only tasks with more thap one

. N

. . .
acceptable or "correcet'" solution were included. ‘ -

“ . l }

N .

~ Lo A, .
'

E l{lC | . N :

. .
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[’\/ on the Chapin Social Insight Test.
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™orty-two students, the entire student body from two basic studies

\

colleoe c]asses, sorted tasks randomly presented from Shaw and Hackman

-~ .
»

accordinb to criteria presented into factual or soc1al problems

sorted tasks gs "factual problem solv1ng," "sqcial problem solving," and
. Bl S )
' problem solv1ng ty@ﬁ not clearly factual or social " Tasks wene selected

.

Subjects .

grom those on which subjects doing the sorting were in complete agreement.

-
-

Forty-two of the forty-two students sorted one task as "factual," and it

’was.used as tﬁg‘zactﬁal problem;solving task. Forty-two of the,ﬁorty-two'

! N

.students sorted two tasks as "socialy" Three graduate students in psy-
[y hd
chology with the experimenter selected the "social" task to be used from
- -
N 4 Vo * b

the two tasks selected by all forty-two students as ;social."l Criterion

for seleltion was’the generalizability of the tas[;to real life problem
. ..

solving. &

. B
. AN

.
’

Operational Definitions

Cognitive Abstractness ° ' '\r

I A

. e
8
- , e

Cognitive abstractness was defjfed as.the score of an 1d1v1dual on

- . - . '
The Test of Perceptual Organization (also known as the Abstract Reasoning

PR

,fese). Individuals scoring in the top 25 percent of all sybjects completing

the test were classified as high in cognitive abstrac;ness. Individuals

° e v, .
»,

. scoring in the bottom 25 percent of all subjects completing the test were -

classified as low in cognitive abstractness.

Interpersonal Perception

N

Interpersonal perception was defined as the score of an individual °

Individuals scoring in the top 25
percent of‘all subjects completing the test were classified as high in
. .
. ’ h
interpersonal perception. Individuals scoring in the bottom 25 percent
M 4

- e
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of all subjecté completing the test were classified.as low in cognitive
. = Ny

T~
abstracthness’,

Factual Problem

—~—

>

~

]
oY, . ' -
’ . - b d

/

*

Factual problem was defined as a task &lassified by complete agree-
~ment of independent judges as a task requiqﬁ:g subjects to work with

-

objective, impersonal informatiom. Factual problem solving does not-
1Y »

&

. . ), . .
-require inferences and judgments about the internal states or motives

of persons. : ..

Social Pyoblem - -

-

. ) //A\

Social problem was defined as a task classifiad by complete agree-.

ment of independent judges as a task'requiring subjects to make inferences

and judgments about the internal states,’feelings and motives of persons.

Subjects v « - : : - ’
[ s

. > .
(1) At the beginning of the term, eighteen college classes from

i

Kearney State College fFom thé disciplines of buéiness, mathematics,
litérature, psychology, education, home ecomomics, and speech wére chosen

at random and permission was obtained from faculty members to use classes
(3} .

§
for two full class periods, one period to administer the test of Perceptual

) . ' * .

Organization and the Social Insigﬁt Test aﬂd a second period to bave

.

y

groups of students work on two problem solving tasks, one factual and
t

one social. -

(2) In the first class session, the Test of Perceptual Organization

4

’ ]

and the Social f;sight Test were administered in random order to a total
4 . .

of 339 students. Tests were scored and the top and bottom 25 percent

were noted for each test. (The ‘percentile range for both tests agreed -

4 -
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almost entirely with standard percentile scores accompanying tests.)

.

" (3) Twenty-five students were randomly chosen from studénts scoring

in each of the appropriate ‘combinations: high cognitive abstractness,

-

12
high interpersonal perception; high cognitive abstractness, low inter-

personal bengppion; Tow cognitive abstractnesi//high interpersonal
perception; and low cognitive abstractness, low interpersonal perception.

Students in each category were numbered,‘and a table of random numbers
. .\' .
was used to select five groups of five from each of the four .main grouyps.

’

* .

Collection of Data

\ -\ ,

(1) The experimental groups were randomly assigned to/;actual problem
solving or socia}problem solving tasks. The tasks were alternated and

groups got them on a random basis. After each group was finished with

-

the first task they continued with the second. Each group completed

one factual problem solvihg task and one secial probleﬁ'solving task.

(2) In addition to these subjects chosen to be used experimentally
. . ! -

in gfoups of five, all subjects originally tested were used in groups

K] « , _ : . .
of five to complete factual and social problem solving tasks. . Yhis was"
» .

!
done to screen the fact that some groups were of special interest to the

experimentet.
3 (4 ) 'r
(3) Instructions were- given to each group via written directions
. wm

-
.

(to insure all were given the same instructions) which were also read,

’

aloud to them by the experimenter. Groups were instructed to begin work

on the .task. Groups indicated theh they were finished and time was

' »

recorded. When each group had finished its first task it was assigned
. :

the second task. ., * .

9

-
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{(4) After all_testiné was completed subjeéts were told generally
. of the experimental plan, and they were thanked for tﬁeir cooperation:
? (5),From thé twenty gr9ups.(five groups in each cell category) o
there were forty products. These products wére assigned random inden;i- '

’///y’ fication numbers and typed and ddplicateq onto 5 x 8 cards. The typist

reproduced the notes verbatim, preserving the spelling or éfammatical
. )

‘
\

érro&s.- . 4

*(6) The ratidg proéegfres for adequacy as discussed by Hackman (1968) —

and adapted from Sbaw.(l%é3) were used.

-

' Numerizal scores, ranging: from one to seven, for each of the forty

.

group products weag_gbtained.‘ Five iﬁﬁg&fzﬁggmbers, from the areas of

[

G ~ L= S R ' .
business, mathemé%ics, home edonomics, EgglishAand speech, were ?sed as

judges.

Al
C .

’ . Judges sorted the products into seven categories, ranging from

"very adequate" to "very imadequate."

Agreement among judges im overall

judging was I, = .957 and r, = .817. With factual problem solving
v .

Ty = .965 and\rl = .849. With social problem solving r, = s?SO.apd

1:1 =' 079'3o ‘. " ] : . o .c

Products were given to the judges in random order. .Training pro-
/ . ‘ N

cedures wer€ employed to minimize differences in interpretations of the
e (3] ‘

. scale among judges. For each product, judges read a 5 x 8 card containing

and:a:cotresponding card cohtaining a'group product from that

» 3

He then tated the adequacy on a seven-point §cale.' . . :

Al ‘,
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Data Analysis and Design *

- desigh is basically a combining of the factorial design and the treat-

LY .
f;:¥sonal perception level as measured by ;he'Social Insight Test. Factor

The F ratio wfth Alpha at :05 was used with a.three-factor mixed

[}
. \

design with repecated measures on ong factor. The three-factor mixed

- - ~

- -2 ’,

ments-by-subjects design. < - )
. . ~ - M ~

PR s ! 3 .

Factor A in this study indicated the abstractness level as measured

by the Test of Pe}ceptual Organization. Factor B indicated the inter>
4
. s

. <
- - . \ I )
C represents two problem solving trials. A separate analysis of variance

was completed for each of the two dependent measures of tige and adequacy.

-

Group Resulls on Measure of Time ~ .

- N .
’

Results of Hypotheses Testing. The testing of the hypotheses at

thecui= .05 [level of significance with the analysis of variance produced
| ‘ .

the following results for the measure of time: - "
‘ -

-
'

' Hypotheéis 1. There was a significant difference among the groups, -
' ‘ on the abstractness factor when measuring time S
consumed. A The hypothesis which predicted a signifi-
\ cant'difference among the groups on abstractness -

' when measuring time consumed was supported. The
F ratio of 11.4 was significant at the .005 level.

.
. .

Hypothesis 2. There was‘a significant difference among groups on
- * the interpersonal perception factor when measuring
**  time «consumed. The hypothesis which predicted a
significant difference among théjgroups on inter-
t personal perception when measuring time consuped
Was'supported. The F ratio of 32,50 was signdifi-
cant at the .00l level. . .

.

P2
L]

. . E

Hypothesis 3. There was a significant difference among the 8roups
' C on the problem solving-factor when measuring time °- .
consumed. The hypothesis which.predicted ne signi-
ficant difference among the groups on problem solving *
when measuring time consumed was not supported.
The F ratio of 42.22 was significant at the .00l
level. . .
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Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 5.

Hypothesis 6.

16

'.

There was no significant abstractness x interpersonal
perception interaction among groups when measyring
time consumed. . The hypothesis which predicted no-
significant abstractness factor x interpersonal per-
ception factor interaction among groups when measuring
time consumed was supported. The F ratio of .25

was not significant at the .05 level. .

.

.
N -~

There was a significant abstractness x problem solving
interaction among groups when measuring time consumed.
The hypothesis which predicted a significant abstract-
ness factor 'x problem solving factor interaction among
groups when measuring time cohsumed was supported.

The F ratio of 6.11 was significant at the .05 level.

’

There was a significant interpersonal perception X

. problem splving interaction among groups when measuring

time consumed. The hypothesis which predicted a
significant interpersonal perceptien factor X probliem
solving interaction among groups when measuring time
consumed was supported. The F ratio of  12.3 was

significant at the .005 level.

There was no significant abstractness X }nterpersonal
perception x problem solving interastion among |
grouﬁs when measuring time consumed. The hypothesis
which predicted no significant abstractnes$ factor -
% interpepsonal perception factor X pfoblem solving
interactiZQ among groups when measuring time consumed
was supported.: The F ratio ‘of .40 was not signifi-
cant at the .05 level, -

e RN
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. N . Table 1
Time for Problem Solving
ABC Summery Table '
L ‘ Problem Solving
Groups > ‘ - Total
ﬂ" cl |c2 '
1}
’ 1 8 9 1
, 2 T 7 12
b 3 8 X4, =17 8 X,,, = 8.0 1
1. . X 7 111 9 112 16
*f L4
, 5 5 T 12
Toey. )
6 - 8. 12 20
7 7 13 20
~ b 8 8 X,,, =9.222 X _ =15.2 30
R 79 12 3 13 122 - 25
- : 10 11 ] 16 27
—. 7. ' :
<1 °7. 17 2k
-1 6 _ , 8 _ 14
b 13 T cX5y7 28,010 X5, =12.2 17
R B 12 N
\ 1k 10 11 9 . 19
_ 15 10 17 27
4
a2 ]
’ 16 12 25 37
17 9 ~ S a1 ) 30
: b 18 9 X,p, =10.0 18 3X,,, =21.k4 27
- 22 22.
: 19 o8 25 33
20 12 18 Y30
Total 34.2 56. 8
i B N R
A = Abstracthess B =-Interpersonal C = Problem Type
-vg_\ > ) R
’ 1= low 1= low 1 = social
2 = high 2 = high 2 = factual
N N -
< S
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Table 2 . .
’ T Anqlf;is of.Variance
“Timg forQS;lutions - ]

* Source » < .~ ss ar ms F - p A
Betwe;n,Subjectg 490.87 19 .- \ — —
VlHigh}Low ABstraEtnéss ) ) 93.02 1 ':93.0% il.h 065

High/Low IP' 265.22 1%265.22 32.50 .001
Abstractness X IP, ; ﬁ 2.02 1 2.02 .25 n.s:
Error between v ; 130.61 16 "8.16 Ll ==
Within Subjects ‘: : 582:50 20 ‘ - - -
. Socia%/Factual Problen Solfiné ' 319.22 1 315.22 h2;22 OOi
. > e
Problem Solving X Ab§tractnes; k6,22 1 k6,22 6.11 05
Problem Solfing X IP ‘ ? 4 93.02 1 /'93.0% 12.3 .005
Problem Solving X Abstractness X IP 3 3.03 1 3.0§ 40 n.s. !
£;1.02

Error within

e

16 7.56 --, --




Analysis of Results bfvﬁypothesis Testing.

ison Test was used to analjze‘the_data more specifically.

contrasts are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Time
13

Tukey's Multiple Comparison Test

-

Tukey's Multiple Compar- -

Results of the

[

-~

Y

. Comparison

>

Confidence/Intervals
(Alpha level of .05

.

4] .

.. . Abstractness x Problem éblving . ¥ ,
Low Ab vs High Ab on Social Problem Solving (-11.76, 8.16)
) Low Ab vs High Ab on Factual Prpblem Solving ('20 36, —.443%*
SUL.Ld.L Vb/ Tactual 1 ,3. w.l.t.u\auw Au (" 16 n6 9 95)
Social vs- Factual P.S.,with High Ab (<25. 56 -5.64)%
Tt .; - Interpersonal Perceptlon x Problem Solving
Low IP vs High IP on Social Problem Soiv1ng (-14.16, 5.76)
_Low IP vs ngh IP on Factual Problem Solving (-26.36,-6.44)%
s Social vs Factual with Low IP ‘ (-14.96,, 4.96) -
- Social vs Factual with High IP | L (-27.36,-7.44)% °
*Signifitant at the .05 level o .
T i .
N - () ’ *
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Summary.” The following significant mean differences among the .

, groups were iqdicated with the analysis of variance on the measure of

time: . ) , .
‘ N ] .

. . 1. There were three signifiéant main effects on the measure of

‘

« time: the abstractness factor on the measure of time; the interpersonal

perception factor on the measure of time; and the problem solving factor .
. ., S ’ .
.on the measure of time. .All of these three significant main effects were

LINEN
- a

. accompaniéd P? ;igqificant_interactgpn; and, therefore they were not
. considered for anélysis. ' '
B o, There was a sighificant abstractness factor x problem solving
; R factor intgraction on the measure of time. This interaction was analyzed e

i ! with'Tukey;s Multiple Comparison Test. After analyzing the data concerning y
. ’ time, it is concluded tha{ it tobék the highl& abstract grouns signi§i—
p cantly po%; time than t%e low abstract groups in completing factual probfé? .
| .solviné. Factual.probleﬁ solving requiredsSignificantly’more t;ﬁe thamy
‘ .soéial problem solJing for high abstract groups. ' ‘

f “ N - ’
3. There was a significant interpersonal perception factor x problem

5 ' * » L)
. d - .

. . solving factor interaction on the measure of time. This interactidn was
N . ~ \ ' . x

~ - analyzed with Tukey's Multiple Conparison Test. 'It took the high inter-

. . ' . - . .
' . personal perception éroupq significantly more time than the low interpérsonal

- e A
¢ .
: - perception groups in completing factual problem solving. Factual problem
’ 4 » [

*

%oiving required significantly more time than social pfoBlem solving for '

. high interpersbnal perception groups. There was no éignificant difference

~

between high and low abrstract groups withlfobial probiem solving, and;
. . ity ) A
. similarly, there was no significant difference in time consumed between
' . 4 .
. . high and low interpersonal perception groups with social problem solving.

[
+
.

*
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Group Results on the Measure of Adequacy ’

\

Results of Hypotheses Teéting. The testing of the hypotheses at

the <><,= .05 level of significance on the measure of, adequacy with '
. @ LY
the analysis of variance éroduced the following results: . .
] v,’ . ————— .
Hypothesis 8. T&e’hypothesis which predigted a significant dif-
feqsnce among the groups on abstractness when
surlng judged adequacy was supported. Therd
was a significant difference among the groups on
— ——the abstractness factor when measuring judged
e - adequacy. " The F ratio of 151.9 was significant
rat the .001 level..
[ : t
Hypothesis 9. Thehypothesis-which predicted a significant dif-
' ference among *the groups on interpersonal perception
when measuring judged adequacy was supported.
. There was a significant difference amomng the groups
) on the interpersonal'perception factor when meas-
uring judged adequacy. The F fatio of 146.14 was
significant at the .001 level.

Hypothesis 10. The hypothesis which predicted no significant dif->-
ference among the groups “on problem solving when
measuring judged adequacy was supported. There
was no significant difference among the groups on
the problém solving factor when measuring judged
adequacy. ‘The F ratio was not significant at the
.05. level.

Hypothesis 11. The hypothesis'whiéh predicted a significant abstract-
= .ness factor x interpersonal perception. ‘factor inter-

~Ymong groups when measuring judged adequacy

csupported. There was no significant abstract-

‘interpersonal perception interaction among .

\ [y
. \\ groups when measuring judged adéquacy. The F ratio
of_3:8 was net_significant at the' .05 lewvel.

Hypothesis 12. “"The hy othesis which predicted a significant abstract-
ness factor X problem'solv1ng factor interaction

among groups when measuring judged adequacy was
supp&rted There was a significant abstraétness
¥—problem solving, in&ezactlon among groups‘when
measuring judged adequacy - The F ratio of 44. 89

was s1gn1f1&ant at t;hey 001 level. .

L
‘£ \‘« N
s -~
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Hvpothesis "13. “The hypothesis which predicted a signifigant intgr-

, personal perception factor x problem so;bing factor
‘interaction among groups when measuring judged S
adequacy was supported. There was a significant
interpersonal perception x problem solving inter-
actioh among groups when measuring judged adequacy.
The F ratio of 41.06 was significant at the .00l

- level.

H¥pothesis 14. The hypothesis which predicted no significant
abstractness factor x interpersonal perception
factor x interaction among groups when measuring
judged adequacy was not supported. There was no
abstractness x interpersonal perception x problem
solving interaction when measuring judged adequacy.
The F ratio of 2.78 was not significant at the .05
level.-

~

» a

()

\J
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Table b ™ ‘
AY
Adequacy of Problem Solvfng ) N
. ’ ’
ABC Summary Table
AN ,
Groups * ) cq ' ¢ Toteal
, 1 1.2 1.4 . 2.6 .
- A 1.6 L2 2.8
b - 3 2.0 X...=1.72 1.0 X,.. =134 ° 3.0
2L k 1.8 . 2.0 112 3.8
5 2.0 1.1 3.1
8.1 . N
S — l
’ 6. .8 3.6 8.4
" - T by 2.b. & 6.8
b 8 5.0 X = 5,00 2.8 X, =-3.00 ~T 8
2 9 6.0: Zb 2.1 % 122 8.4
10 4.8 3.8 K 8.6
. 11 2.6 5.4 8.0
12 3.6 5.0 8.6 2
b 13 2.0 ¥ .. =28 L& X,,=.5.28 6.8
-+ ak 2.y 2l 5.0 212 . 7.4
’ - 15 3.4 6.2 9.6
a2 , [ ] _ v
. 16 6.8 5.8 12.6
17 5.0 ° 5.8 Ce 10.8
b 18 6.0 ¥..=5.96 6.0 X, =5.68 12.0
2 19. 5.6 22t 5.4 222 11.0
, - 20 6. 5.4 11.8
.o N Jd o ’
Total 15.48 ©15.30
A} 1 . - -
° ", ' N '
LA . » i
° ’ A = Abstractness o'o B = Interperhsonal C = Problem Type -
X . ]
1= low o= low - 1 = social .
‘ . 2= high 2 = high 2 = factual , '( .
1] . 'b. ‘ Kl
. . . 1 . "t . L4
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! i Table 5 -
? Analysis of.Variénce .
Adequacy of Solutions
/
Source . . SsS ar ms F ) P
Between‘SubJects x 98.156 19 _— - —_—
High/‘Low Abstractness ‘QZ k6.872 - 1 46.872 151.69 .00l
Hign/Low IP 45.156 1 145.156 146,14 .00l
. ‘ \

Abstractness X IP ©1.190 "1 1.190, 3.85 n.s.

Error between 4,938 16 .309 * - -

LS 'A! ’ ¥ '

Within Subjects 30.60k 20 , -- - -
Social/Factual Problem Sol'ving 0.020 1 .02 - n.s.
Problem Solving X Abstractness 13.110 1 13.11 Lk, 89 001
Problem Solving X IP 11.990 1l 11.99 i&l.‘96 .001
Problem Solving X Abstractness X IP  0.812 1 812 2.78 ~h.s.:

Error witgin L.672 16  .292 - T

' (3}
S

N U
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Analysis of Results of Hypothesis Testing. The results. were analyzed

PR N é

L)

on the dependent measure of adéquacy with Jukey's Multiple Comparison -
- . , JTest. The results'of the contrasts are shown in Table 6. ’
- * < . v
¢ ¥ Y \
’ S—
. . g . Table 6

/ L4 . {

' Adequacy - ,

Tukey's Multiple Coﬁparison Test

.
A -
b . . :b s

. . ( \
’ -. = * Confidence Intervals
Comparison (Alpha level of .05)
e . , . -
- ¢, Abstractness x Problem Solving
¢ Low Ab vs. High Ab on Sociél Problem Solving ( —3.9@, - .08) »
Low Ab vs. High Ab on Pactual Problem Solving ( -8.57, =4.00)% .
Social vs. Factual Problem Solving with Low A (.43, 4.33)%
Social vs. Factual Problem Solving with High Ab ( -4.15, — .25)%
. Interpersonal Perception x Problem Solving ' . ‘
. " . Low IP vs. High IP on Social Problem Solving , (‘-8.39,<fzt49)*
; Low IP vs. High IP on ngpqal Problem Solving ( -5.01, -1.11)=* )
v : Social vs., Factual Probiem Solving with Low IP ( =-4.05, - .15)=*
' Social vs. Factual Problem.§olving with High IP (.33, 4.23)% .
* *Significant at the .05 level P
— ;
; {‘\‘-: (1 - , - ’
. 5 2 * / »
< s

M }
L - -
-
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. Summary. In summary, the following significant mean differences @
. ° - ¢
A R . v M . \J
among the groups wére indicated with the analysis of variance on the . i:,
. I ' ’ ’ ) .““u '
measure of adequacy. ‘
2 e - - i :

"1. There were two significant main effects on the measure.qf

adequacy: the abstractness factor on the measure of adeqdacy,,aﬂd the

N

interpersonal peréeption factor on xﬁe'measure of adequacy. pBoth of

v

'thgse two.signifi;fnt main effects were accompanied by sighificant

therefore, they wete not considered for analysis.

interaction; aﬁd,
-

-

[N

. , ‘e 2., There was a.éégﬂificéﬁf abstractness x problem solving inter=

. -
-

action on the measure of adequacy.. This interactieﬁ_ahs analyzed with

Tukey's Multiplé Compabiéon Test. The data concerning the adequacy of

I .
. the problem solving o§ various groups shows that:there was d{iiinificaﬂt /I

¢ - .
difference in adequacv between the low and high abstract groups on social
.- r ]

problem. solving.

~

Thefe was a significant difference in adequacy between

) - - * - .
the low and high abstract groups on factual problem solving. The highly

o 4
. -

. ] : .
N abstract groups produced solutions which were significantly more adequate
. for both social and factual brpblam solving than were the solutions pro- .

»

N .
duced by the' groups low in gpstractness. ) o - ' : :
’ ¢ * ‘ )
k]

The‘iow abstract groups produced significantly ﬁorevadequatezéél—

. ’ utioQé with sgcial\Problem solving as contrasted with*factual probles

() .

. ) _ solving. The high abstract groubs produced significantly more adequate

golutions with factual problem solving as contrasted with social pfgblem

! t . - =
b © solving. . o ot
- .

. 3. There was & significant interpersonal perception x problem ‘

- . solving interaction on the measurq'%f,adequacy. This interaction Was
S : ‘ .
analyzed with Tukey's Multiple Comparison Test.

»




« . . -
Y . .

. The data shows that theﬁe was a significant difference ih adequacy
. ~ L ) 5
. between the high and low interpersonal perception groups on social and

) -

E;ctual_pyoblem solv}ng. The groups with high interpersonal perceptign
- p}oduégg\solutioes to social and factual pfoylems which were éignifi—
. cantly more adeduate than the soltuions produced by groups low in inter-
personal peréeﬁtion. '
. The low interpersénal perception groups proguced more adequate

‘solutions on factual problem, solving as contrasted with social problem
. ' & coe - '
. solving. The high interpersonal percept%gn groups produced significantly

- -

L

more adequate solutions with social problem solving as contrasted with
1 LY

”

.factual problem sblving. ' x ) »
) . , , ,
. . 2 .
' . . £
* , ‘ . Discussion
—_— . #
Results of Hypothegeg Westing ° .o o
* 13
. ’ A ! ' ) s~ 3
. Time. On the measure of time there were three significant main /7
. = r . . .
PO - effects: abstractness, interpersonal perception, and problem solving. <

These three main effects, however, were accompanied by significant inter- ,
\ hed ' ' * ’

. . a¢tion, and_will be discussed as interactions.

. * .
There were four possible .interactions in the study en the measure . :
o> . ' T :
of time.- Each of these possible interactions will be discussed. It

\ .
N ’ . 3

swill be indicated whether or not the interaction was significant on

»

<
{

the measure of time, and the results will be interpreted.

. N . .

. o a There was no significant interaction between the abstractness levels

~

of groups and the interpersonal perception levels of groups when measuring

. ~ * A
« ]

. time consumed. In other words, it made no significant difference in

.
, »~

time consumed if high or low abstractness were combined w}tb high or low

-
a -

interpersonal perception. ’

ERIC 29 ;
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7 . ¢ ,
Time for problem solving was affected by abstractness level and

N v

problem solving interaction. The high abstracf groups took significantly' .
more time than the yow abstract groups with‘factual problem solving.
This may-have been the result of the high abstract groups testing more
a. . alternatives for the facutal probiems as indicated by Bourme (1966),
Tuckman (1964) and Pavio (1971). »

There was no significant difference in time consumed between the -
»

high and low abstract groups with social problem solving tasks. Although’
. %
the high abstract groups may have seen more alternatives to the factual

[

problem solving, they would not necessarily see as many solutions to

L4

_social problem solving. Social problem solving calls for mpre investment

. of self (Pages, 1965 and K;tz, 1963). Social problem solving calls for

judgments based on social insight. There may not be a significadt dif—

l '
ference between high and low abstract groups-'when making these inter- .

,
»

personal decisions. .

< The time for problem soiving was significantly affected by the o

4

interaction between the interpersondl perception level and the ptoblem

[ 4
/

/ 3 . 3 .
solving task. The groupqnhigh in interpersonal perception consumed sig-

' » /

- nificantly more time thap groups low in intef#personal perception when &

.
' L

completing the factual task. On the other hand, there was no significant
3 o .
7 différence in ti@e-consumed by the high and low interpersonal perception

E -, | .groups’on|soci§lvtasks. It took significantiy more time for é;ctual prob;
lem solving as c;ntrasted to social problém solving for high interpersonai

3

perception groups. There wae no significant difference between the‘gﬁme
. ” . consumed for social and factual problem solving with low'interpersonal

perception groups. Libby (1971) indicated that individuals high*in inter-

personal perception can be expected t0'int%€act more than groups low in

® . .
o iy N ) < .




: ) ‘

interpersonal perceptior. Perhaps she factual problem solving was more
difficult than the social task fonlthe high interpersonal perception
groups and presented the need for ‘more interadtion. The high inter—.
personal perception_group members with\hign interpersbna} perception

may have interacted more than }ow interpefsonal perception groups. As

a result, it took the high interpersonal-percepsion members’lqnger with
factual problem solving. These same'high interpersonal‘perCeption groups
may have found the social problem snlning less difficult for them, and

as a result, they.did not spend so much time in interaction. The low »

interpersomal perception groups perhaps interacted less generally on

problem solving as would be expected, with the task making no significant

.

s

difference on the amount of interaction for these groups. ~
T e »The vdarious CUmb;natlons of uigh and low abstract 'groups with nigh.
. and low 1nterpersonal perception groups with the two problém solving tasks

. produced no significant three-way <interactions on the measure of time
¢ ¥ N : X
consumed None was expected. ; ,

'4 vl +
-
|
e

, Aﬁéguacy. There were’ two main effects on the measure of adequacy:’
{

abstradbness and interpe 1 perceptlon. Both 6f these main effects

were acgompanled with s1gn1flcant 1nteras:&ons, and t?ey will be dis-

' **
’ ‘ " XY .
cussed as interactiors. . 5 .
) oo T { ' .
The adequacy of solutions was not significantly affected by the

problem solving task. It made no significant difference whether the
task was social or factual 'on the measure of adequacy. The ratings of

.

+ solutions for the so¢ial and factual tasks did not differ signi%icantly
, ' .

on\adequacy. This should add validigy to thé study, as the judges nating

. * ’,
. -
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of tasks, then, on the measure of aQequacﬁ‘eould indicate a difference
.iny the pérformangé of groups rather than a difference in adequacy»as a

result ¢f problem solving type.

N e

.

The various combinations of high and low abstract grqups.with high

~ N
- . . . &

- and low interpersonal,perception gronps made no significant difference

N -

when measuring adequacy of solutibﬁs,_although the high ‘abstract, high'

- e .
. “n .

interpersonal perception groups did havé the, highest performance of hny

other combinations on the social and facutal tasks.-’

As noted in the review of‘literaturex ‘Chapin (1939) believed that

. there are problems necessitating abstract mentdl processes and others

ve L]
AR

requiring a type of social.interligence. This cBuld'explain'the signifi-

¥

. . cant interactions on the measure of adequacy which were evident bégwéeni

B [

the abstractness levels of groups and the problem solvfng types ahd: )

" between the interpersohal perqéption levels ‘and the problem solving types.
y ] / - ., %

There was a sigmificant interaction between abstractness and problem

N
g

-

- solving on the measure of adequacy. Various combinations of the abstract-

* ness- level of grodb members with the -two task types produced significant®

v v v

differengés in the adequacy of the solutions produced. Groups of high

¢

abstractness produced significantly more adequate solutions on the facutal
N »

» ’

problem solving as contrasted to the social problem solving. ‘Groups .af

- e

, .
low abstractness had solutions judged to be significantly:more adequate

. . 4 )
N . for social problem solving as contrasted to their performance with factual
problem solving. Groups'of low abstractness had solutions judged to be | .

>

significantly more adequate for,social problem solving as contrasted to

.
v

their performance with factual problem solving. ;

(33
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If the factual problem solving required more complex abstract func-

’

tioning and t?e social problem solving required solutions based on insigﬁt

into social problems as was-indicatéd in the review of Titerature (Vannoy,

N

1963; Streufert and -Driver, 1967; ﬁorris,‘l966), it would be expected
thq; the groups high in abstractness would perform best on ‘the problehs
) "
requiring their specific qualities of abstract functioning.  Groups low -

in abstractness might be expected to perform more adequately on those
“ tasks not specjfically requiring an abstract orianation.

AN

There was a significant iﬂtergction between intefpersonal pefception
and problem solQing on the measure.of adequagy. Various combinations of |
the interpérsonal percepfion letgl of group members in combination with
— the éwoltask qypes prodéced’significant differences inzthe‘adequacy of

" the soluttons prodd%ed. Groups high in interpersonal perception produced

’
e «

*solutions which were significantly more adequate than the solutions from

- s

groups low in interpersohal pérception on both social and factual problem

]
-

solving, with high intenpersénal perception groups having their, best per-

. ‘.

formance with social problemisolﬁing. Groups high in interpersonal per-

. .«
-

ception produced significaﬂtly more adequate solutions for the SOCial'
P - R 14

problem solving as contrasted -to the factuél'problerri solving. *the other

.
hand, groups low in interpersonal perception produced solutions which werea
’ e « ‘:

. . significantly mone adequate for factual problem solving as contrasted to

KJ

social problem solving. o

As noted in the review of literature, th® high’interpersonal per- . -

-
.
) «

ception groups could probably énalyze the social problen more effectively

-

’
“

. and produce a more adequate solution than low interpersonal peréebtiod
groups. Tﬁe high tefpersogal percéption groups probably interacted more

i »

rl . .
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_ adequate solutions for the social problem. oo . )

" Major Conclusions

effectively than the low irterpersonal perception groups (Libby, 1971),

ahd therefore performed significantly better -than the low interpersonal

- \

» . ’ ) .‘L‘ 0] ¢ . . '
perception groups on bath social and factual problem solving, although

their hest performance was with social problem solving. The groups low

in interpersonal’ perception were able to produce significantly more
adequaté solutions fg: the factual problem than they were for the.social

problem, as they may have lacked the social insight to see the more

»,

’ . .

-~
-

. P .

The various compinations of.high.and low abstract group$ with high °

» -

and low interpersonal perception groups with the two probieh solving tasks

produced no significant three-way interaetions on the measure of adequacy.

¢ n 0

In summary, adeqﬁacy for problem: solving was significantly affected

-
.

. . . .
by the interaction between the abstractness of group members and the

- . L

probiem solving fask and by the interpersonal perception of group members’

- ]

and the ‘problem solvjii‘task. Major conclusions will now be presented.
. . 14 * . ,

¢ N

- v ¢ . Y

L)

The following majbr cohclusions can now be stated as a result of the

study. - .

Yo
v

1.’ Groups high in abstractness took significantly more time than

y -
4 " ce

. groups low i abstractness when working with factual tasks. There was

L

. >

no signifié;nt difference in time consumed betwéep groups with high and
. 4 . H

low abstractness, on the sgcial task. ’
. ) . . v

2

.é.~,Groups with high interpersonal perception took significantly more

»

time than groups with low interpersonal perception when working with

factual tasks. There was no sign%ficant difference in time constmed

bgtween groups with high and low interpersonal perception when working

» N ’ H
with social tasks.. o

T T T
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1
’) “~

3

.

v

S .3. High abstract groups took significantly more time with factual

" problem solving than with social problem solving. . ]

4. High interpersonal perception groups took significantly more

time withjfactual problem solving than with ssocial problem solving. ,

.

5. The highly abstract groups had significantly more adequate solu-

N

tions than the low abstract groups for both factual and social problem

%

;solving; but the more adequate solutions were produced by the highly

)

* -

aPstract groups with factual problem solving.

6. The low abstract groups had significantly more adequate*solu-

A}

tions with the social problem solving than they did with factual problem

solving.
. ‘ -

“7. The high abstract groups had significantly more adequate solu-

tions with factual .problem solving théan théy did with social problem

A
-7 1

solving.’ :
7 . ; .

\ ’ 4

8. The hithinterpersongl perception groups had significantly more

adequate solutions than the low interpersonal perception groups for both

. factual and social problem solving, but the high interpersonal perception
ey . .
' groups did their best on social prgblem solving.

“

-

' " 9. The low interpersonal perception groups had significantly more

édéquéte solutions with the factual problem solving than they did with

s

social problem solvidag. ' .

o

A T

.

Fe .
Possibilities of Matching Task Type and Grbup Composition

..
Y
. N -

It appears that it may be possible to match groups on the basis of

”

cognitivé¢abstractﬁé%s\and interpgrsonal perception’ ability to factual or

J . ) . . .
g social tasks for efficiency of time consumed and adequacy of problem

-

— . .
solving. Those groups high in cognitive abstractness and interpersonal
) . , - . .

. . ] A .
~ . N - ’
.




.

’
-

perception appear to perform in a more adequate manner with both social

. and factual problem solving; but those groups high in cognitive abstract-

.\‘Q

’

ness perfofm'bette: with factual problem solving than with social ,problem

solving, and groups high in interpersonal perception perform better with

h
‘

social problem solving than with factual problem solving. Therefore, it
seems reasonable to assume that groups high in cognitive abstractness and

interpersonal perception could produce adequate solutions for both factual

and social problem solving. However, if a group high in cognitive abstract-
& . . . \ N
B . P - A «"’

ness were 19w in interpersonal perception, they could produce adequate

-
’

solutions for factual problem solving; and grbups low in cognitive abstract-

_1’ " Ed ‘

» .
ness and high in interpersonal perception could produce adequate solutdons
s 2 e

for social pfoblem solving. .

Groups high'in cognitive abstractness, whether low or high in inter-

’ >,

persenal percestion, should be able to produce adequate solutions for

.

factual tasks. “E§émples of factual problem solving for groups might' include

. . .
tasks as those encountered by groups designing retrieval systems, groups

désignipg traffic pattetns and controls, groups serving jury duty to deter-

mine cases on the basis of. facts presented, groups solving prdblems gener-
) - .

ally requiring the combining and restructuring of complex, information.

- ‘ ” *

Groups hjgh in interpersqﬁél perception whether low or high in qogniLiVe‘

re . ¢ -

abstractness, should be able td,produce adequate solutions for social tasks.

Such task grbuwéimight include groups working witﬁgﬁuman relations problems,

v . . TN
personnelf management, collective bargaining, sales, political camﬁalgns,

, 3 P ’ > . \
advertfising, welfare programs, minority relations, teaching teams ‘and inter-

h ~—

: A} -
national negotiatiomns. ) :

- .
. - 3

) . .
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. . . w
- . 0y t .‘.» .
. o
e

o




. x, As the result of this study, when considering time consumed, groups
high in abstractness and/or high in interpersonal perception could.be
expected to take more time with the factual,task than with the social

task. The high interpersonal perception greups tqok more time with the

factual than with the social task, but-they had more adequate solutions

~

for the social task than for the factual task, so it seems that the inter-
L)

personal perceptiom—grdups would be most efficient in the use of time

.

.with the social tasks. On the other hand, the groups high in cognitive~
abstractness took more time with the factual than with the social tasks,
i
but they had more adequate solutions for the factual task than for the

social; so although it took the.groups high in cognitive abstractness *

-

more time with the factuai task, the adequacy of the performance may have

been worth the additional time consumed. . . ‘

Suggestions for Future Studies

-
1
@

: In future studies, it might be well to vary the difficulty of the ‘»

task on several levels, ds several levels of facgpal problem solving,
-~ - i

- f to see 1f the highly abstract and high inteyperional perception groups ‘ .

.

perform bettér on_all leVelslof the factual-and‘social tasks or only, on
. X K ' S .
the moderate to high difficulty level., :

In future. studies, it might be well to analyze interaction in the .
. , £

rpor

-

. i groups to see 4f levels ok abstractness and interpersonal perception affect
R ;— vy Aty ’ . =
3 ] B .
——the procedures used for ¢ompleting tasks. ‘ . -
A - / B . N ’ .
g . / -0 . s . 2.
Finally, it might be well to measure other characteristics of indi-

n
{

.

.

— viduals and block them into groups to determine if "these characteridtics,
. N o~

»

as well, affect group performance. .

ol
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